
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH4018 June 9, 1999
the world. In this world of sorrow, let
us use our spiritual principles to bring
forth joy. In this world of judgment,
certainly we are asked to bring forth
mercy. It is through the heart that we
connect with all humanity. It is
through the heart that we connect with
the infinite.

These are principles that transcend
governments. Governments kneel be-
fore these principles. The Congress of
the United States, even this Congress,
is nothing next to these principles. The
government of any country is humbled
before these principles. It is through
the human heart that we meet injus-
tice and we transform it and through
the application of spiritual principles
we change the world.

We have throughout the last few
months employed doctrines which are
decidedly not spiritual in an attempt
to solve our international problems in
the Balkans. These doctrines speak to
our limitations as a Nation, limita-
tions which may burden us today, but
limitations which we can jettison and
which can fall away from our con-
science, actions like the separation of
a stage of a rocket falling back into
the atmosphere as the capsule of des-
tiny rockets higher and higher towards
the stars.

But back on earth, we ought to in-
spect those doctrines which keep us
earthbound which will make it impos-
sible for us to have real peace. The doc-
trine of the end justifying the means.
NATO has bombed civilians. NATO has
bombed a civilian structure. NATO has
helped to destroy a civil society with
its bombs. Now the ends which NATO
has sought to achieve, the end of eth-
nic cleansing, the dislodging of a pow-
erful dictator, we have to ask if the
ends have justified the means.

As one Russian leader asked us when
we were in Vienna, would in fact it be
a proper pursuit of peace if their gov-
ernment had decided to drop a nuclear
bomb on a U.S. city? So we need to in-
spect this doctrine of the end justifying
the means.

We need also to inspect the doctrine
of might makes right. Now, I happen to
believe that in America the law is what
makes right. Yet, in this conflict, we
have seen the United Nations charter,
which this Nation was proud to lead
the world in organizing, violated by an
organization which saw fit to take the
law into their own hands because they
did not want to go through the United
Nations, a United Nations which we
recognize at this moment had to have
been instrumental in finally bringing
about an agreement in the Balkans.

The United Nations charter states
that its primary purpose was to save
succeeding generations from the
scourge of war. It States in its article
IV that ‘‘all members shall refrain in
their international relations from the
threat or use of force against the terri-
torial integrity or political independ-
ence of any State or in any manner in-
consistent with the purposes of the
United Nations.’’

If might makes right, the U.N. char-
ter does not mean anything. If might
make rights, the North Atlantic Trea-
ty signed in 1949, article I, may mean
nothing. Article I states, ‘‘The parties
undertake, as set forth in the charter
of the United Nations, to settle any
international disputes in which they
may be involved by peaceful means in
such a manner that international peace
and security and justice are not endan-
gered, and to refrain in their inter-
national relations from the threat or
use of force in any manner inconsistent
with the purposes of the United Na-
tions.’’
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So from the United Nations, that
principle flowed into the North Atlan-
tic Treaty. But if might makes right,
the North Atlantic Treaty means noth-
ing.

If might makes right, the Hague Con-
ventions of 1907, which prohibit penal-
izing a population for someone’s acts,
means nothing.

If might makes right, the Geneva
Convention of 1949, which prohibits at-
tacks on objects indispensable for the
survival of a civilian population, such
as an electric system, water system,
sewer system, if might makes right,
the Geneva Convention means nothing.

If might makes right, the 1980 Vienna
Convention, which bars coercion to
make nations sign agreements, means
nothing because the Federal Republic
of Yugoslavia was told at Rambouillet
that they would either sign that agree-
ment or be bombed.

So we need to inspect this doctrine of
might making right and we need to
also, as we inspect it, determine wheth-
er the Constitution of the United
States itself has the meaning which its
founders imbued in it when it said in
Article I, Section 8 that the Congress
shall have the power to declare war.

And notwithstanding my affection
for the person who holds that office
right now, I have to ask whether or not
the War Powers Act was violated and
whether or not the Constitution of the
United States itself was violated in
this pursuit of an exercise of power. If
might makes right, perhaps even the
Constitution is without meaning.

We have to also, as we review this
war, determine whether or not the doc-
trine of retributive justice, an eye for
an eye, is to stand; that by killing peo-
ple we teach people that it is wrong to
kill people. When we advance such a
doctrine, we end up in a moral cul-de-
sac. We find ourselves chasing into a
darkness and unable to extract our-
selves from it.

The idea of vengeance is something
that is a very old idea. In the literature
of Beowulf from many, many years ago
the concept of Wergild was that if you
did something to somebody’s relative
that other family had the obligation to
come back and kill one of yours. Yet
we were told that in this wonderful
book we know as the New Testament
that there was a new law brought for-

ward; that the law of an eye for an eye
was no more. Vengeance is mine, said
the Lord. I will repay. And if we have
confidence in that doctrine, in the be-
lief that there is a higher power who
judges all and dispenses justice, then
we have to ask about our feeble efforts
to render justice through retribution
and look at this doctrine of retributive
justice.

In this war we get the opportunity to
inspect the doctrine of collective guilt;
that just because people happen to live
in a country which is governed by a ty-
rant, which is governed by an indi-
vidual who does not support basic
human rights of an important minority
group in his country; that because of
that everyone in that country is guilty.
We need to look at that doctrine. Be-
cause behind that doctrine is a sense of
punishment which NATO apparently
felt it had to mete out to the people of
Serbia, taking over 2,000 lives of inno-
cent civilians. We must look at that
doctrine of collective guilt.

We must look at the doctrine of col-
lateral damage. I have been in meet-
ings in this Congress where the idea of
collateral damage was brought forth,
and if one did not listen carefully
enough, one would not be aware that it
meant killing innocent civilians. That
phrase means the death of innocent ci-
vilians. And so in this war we have de-
veloped an acceptance of the idea of
collateral damage.

But these are people. These are inno-
cent civilians who were killed; people
going to visit their relatives while
riding on a passenger train; people
riding a bus to work or to go to the
market; refugees in a convoy trying to
get out of a war-torn country; people
sitting in their homes eating dinner;
people in factories just trying to do
their work; people like us who were
just trying to live. And yet they be-
come collateral damage. They do not
even have names. They do not even
have descriptions. They are deprived of
their humanity. And when they are de-
prived of their humanity, we deprive
ourselves of our own humanity. So we
need to look at this doctrine of collat-
eral damage.

We need to look at the doctrine of ac-
cidental bombing. How many times
could we hear over and over and over
again it was an accident; that we blew
up these innocent civilians? An acci-
dent. I mean if any one of us driving a
car found ourselves over and over and
over again getting into accidents, two
things would happen. We would not be
insured any more and a court would
take our license away. And so should
NATO’s license to prosecute a war
against a civilian population be taken
away, because there are no accidents
when the accidents keep repeating
themselves.

The doctrine of necessary distortion
of meaning. George Orwell knew well
this conflict. The idea of peace bombs.
A peace war. Bombing for peace does
violence to cognition and does violence
to the commitment that this Nation


